A PARTY FOR THE 
REVOLUTION 


Introduction 
A Party for the revolution. 


Revolution is an instinct. We are revolutionaries, by misfortune or by luck. But how to keep on 
with this instinct and how to strengthen it ? How to open a breach in time ? A breach that would be 
wide enough to ignore irrelevant differences, a breach narrow enough not to open a new market, 
and deep enough to raise oldest issues. 

How can we scar present times and what kind of social wounds cannot be healed ? How can we 
increase prospects of revolution ? 


Revolutionaries are not reformists. But who are they ? They are at least four people. 

My first are ethical beings, as they access a logic other than the institution’s. 

My second are political beings, as they raise issues beyond their own small area. 

My third are partisans, as they belong to something and they do not apologize for existing. 

My fourth are insurgents, as they go into battle. 

We can always meet each of those four people individually in this world, but they necessarily 
become one in the revolutionary’s. 

Should you identify yourself to at least one of the four, this text is for you. Yet, we can always walk 
out of the institutions while thinking only about ourselves; as much as we can do politics regardless 
of the meaning that once led us there ; as we can feel a sense of belonging to anything and 
everything ; as we can rise up against shit. For all of these reasons, our greatest ambition is to 
identify the condition that will enable those. four people to meet. 

My whole is called de-civilisation. 


« What do you propose ? ». For a long time, « nothing » or «it’s the wrong question » were the 
given answers. Of course, there is no alternative system to model, no outline of an ideal society to 
draw, no egalitarian functioning of institutions to find. Any possibility of transformation enunciated 
in the words of the present remain its captive. We refuse today’s possibilities, everything that is 
socially sensible. It doesn’t mean that we want nothing, it means that we must establish our camp 
within the boundaries of what is impossible. Far from refusing any proposition, we find in the 
impossible the conditions of an acceptable proposition : it must first not care about its visibility. 
Even though complete destruction without any justification makes more sense to us than keeping on 
blindly pushing on, the ambition is greater. 

We want to increase the probability that an event do not fall back into normality, that insurrections 
stop concluding into the appointment of a new government, a new constitution, and that victory 
stops being a synonym to defeat. 

In the first place, the radical option lacks neither intensity nor diffusion, but “puissance”, and it can 
be achieved by making statements. 


First statement : The game is far from over. We are facing something inextricable. Nonetheless, 
possibilities of resistance keep outbursting, whether they appear in known forms or unexpected 
ones. This shows the end of a reign that may still last. However the game is far from over, its 
outcome does not depend on the political weather, but on a simple truth : any hegemony ends. This 
statement becomes a truth as soon as we decide it. This is how we believe in revolution : we know 
the possibility of transforming well-established and uncontested truths, and we bet on them. Yet, the 
lack of truth and meaning marks the consensus in our time. Defeatism needs to be grapple with. 

« Shitty world », « nothing to save », this has gone down to a disconcerting level of banality. Should 
one be a trader or a radical activist, they navigate somewhere between cynicism and depression. It 
gets harder and harder to keep a cool head and it is even more tempting to give in to decay, just to 


feel the beat of our present time. This is a vicious circle. No, it’s not because there is nothing to 
save that there is nothing. 


Second statement : We have something to propose 

As abstract or meta as it may appear, our proposition is mainly a formal one. There are ways of 
doing that do not necessarily reproduce the institutional logic. There is a logic that resists the 
institution. Making it a priority, making it grow, finding it when it is lost : it’s quite a struggle, it’s 
what the struggle is all about, there is no guarantee. Yet we can and me must undergird this logic as 
a concept, a word that carries in its content the whole logic. « Usage » is that word. It is nota 
magic formula but a heavily thick concept, yet we just need to briefly grasp its meaning to reveal 
what we do not see, what we forget. This concept concentrates all the mistakes that make us slip 
back into the institution. It is so determining a concept that using it undiscerningly would be an 
blatant contradiction. As it implies an organisation whose meaning slips out of the power’s, it 
unlocks at the same time the possibility of a strong organisation. Subsequently, nothing prevents 
from returning to one usage : the Party. How to organise from a political position, that is the Party’s 
question. 


Third statement : Regaining political ground. 

There is a reason whiy all political embodiments are detestable, from parliamentarian to activists, 
bolshevism to digital platformism : the ground is fully annexed. We see it as an opportunity to 
rephrase the question, rather than a reason to surrender or desert politics. Politics is a way to say 
that what concerns me goes past what revolves around me, my people. Politics is the opposite of 
privilege. It is about not neglecting the long scale and the long term. It is the courage to resist to 
social pressure, to go up against any obstacles. Politics is about decision, whereas morality is about 
judgment. Politics is the place where the greatest « puissance » is brought about, where the 
strongest possibilities of liberation come up. This is why the enemy makes it disappear, annihilates 
it. The enemy itself must nor appear as an obvious political position. To do so, it just needs to speak 
for everyone else, to speak as if it was the world. Universalism is its invisibility cloak. 


We propose a party for the revolution. The idea is to reassert the possibility a stronger action 
now. By explaining in details a vision for the Party, we tend to formulate a position and to define 
revolution. The process is not inward-looking. The Party is a proposition in our time, it strengthens 
a certain relation to politics and seeks to provoke a response, way beyond the « post-Callist» group 
that speaks here. 

Talking about a Party is a way to point out the need to break informality, to reconnect with a certain 
steadiness, to fight against the decay of practices. On the contrary, it indicates what we must 
definitely not reproduce : formalism, ideology, and consequently, a counter-revolutionary future. In 
the 20th century, revolutionary parties lacked a paradigm alien to power. When the revolutionary 
ambition formulates such a paradigm, it no longer needs to speak with the power’s language or to 
jeopardize its forms. It makes all the difference to us. The problem is that it is very easy to reduce 
the Party to this or that. It is always possible to alter an irreducible form, to shrink 

it to an object. We must know how to maintain a gap not to get lost. The Party is the gap between 
everything that enters in it and everything in which it enters. It cannot be downplayed to practices, 
people, places, moments and texts because it cannot exist without taking part in things that are 
beyond it and in situations of open combat. Nor is it reducible to its horizon, at the risk of making it 
a sheer and empty abstraction. It is the problematic, complicated, never automatic connection 
between practices and requirements, gestures and an infinite horizon. To put in a nutshell, the Party 
is a usage. Impossible to understand it without facing each of the questions it raises. 
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